Code: AP.PRE.REQ 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no 



persons 



PTO/SB/33 (07-05) 
Approved for use through xx/xx/200x. 0MB 0651 -OOxx 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
are required to respond to a collection of Information unless it displays a valid 0MB control number. 



PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Docket Number (Optional) 

DB000852-000 



I hereby certify that this con-espondence is being deposited with the 
United States Postal Service with sufficient postage as first class nnail 
in an envelope addressed to "Mail Stop AF, Commissioner for 
Patents, P.O. Box 1450. Alexandria, VA 22313-1450" [37 CFR 1.8(a)] 

on 13 December 20^ 



Typed or printed 
name 



Paul D. Banqor, Jr. 



Application Number 

09/582,771 



Filed 

29 August 2000 



First Named Inventor 

Norbert W. Quast 



Art Unit 

2126 



Examiner 

Phuonq N. Hoanq 



Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed 
with this request. 



This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 



The review is requested for the reason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s). 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 



I am the 

[ I applicant/inventor. 



□ 




assignee of record of the entire interest. 

See 37 CFR 3.71. Statement under 37 CFR 3.73(b) is enclosed. 

(Fomi PTO/SB/96) 



Signature 

Paul D. Banqor, Jr. 



X attorney or agent of record. 34,758 
Registration number 



Typed or printed name 

412-394-7767 



I [ attorney or agent acting under 37 CFR 1 .34. 
Registration number if acting under 37 CFR 1 .34 _ 



Telephone number 

13 December 2005 



Date 



NOTE: Signatures of alt the inventors or assignees of record of the entire interest or their representative{s) are required. 
Submit multiple fomns if more than one signature is required, see below*. 



*Total of 



fonms are submitted. 



This collection of information is required by 35 U.S.C. 132. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the USPTO 
to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.11, 1.14 and 41.6. This collection is estimated to take 12 minutes to 
complete, Including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any 
comments on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED 
FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Mail Stop AF, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 



If you need assistance in completing the form, cafl 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence 
is being deposited with the United States 
Postal Service with sufficient postage as 
first class mail in an envelope addressed to: 



Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

"drffl, VA 223|13-1450 




Attorney for Applicant 
Date: 1 3 December 2005 



U.S. Appl. No.: 
App!icant(s): 
FUed: 
Title: 



09/582,771 
Norbert W. Quast 
29 August 2000 

PROGRAM FLOW AND METHOD FOR EXPANDING 
A PROGRAM COMPONENT SYSTEM 



Art Unit: 
Examiner: 



2126 

Phuong N. Hoang 



Docket No.: 



DB000852-000 



Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner of Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 



REASONS FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

As part of the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review filed herewith, Applicant 
respectfully submits the following remarks/arguments regarding the above-identified 
application. 

REMARKS 
Claims 1-16 remain in the application. 

Claims 1,3-6, and 8-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Purtilo "InqDroving module reuse by interface adaptation," p. 208 - 217 ("PURTILO") in 
view of Srivastava, U.S. Patent No. 6,473,768 B2, ("SRIVASTAVA"), Claims 2 and 7 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over PURTILO in view of 
SRIVASTAVA, and further in view of Craze, U.S. Pat. No. 5,809,564. Claim 16 stands rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over PURTILO in view of SRIVASTAVA, and 
fixrther in view of Nilsen, U.S. Pat. No. 6,438,573. 

With respect to claims 1-9, it is respectfully submitted that PURTILO and/or 
SRIVASTAVA fail to teach selecting the source of the data to be acquired within said second 
component and/or selecting the target to which said data is to be deposited within said second 
component according to a definition of said first component. In contrast, PURTILO teaches, 
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for example, that the calling component (i.e., the employee record database) supplies the 
called component (i.e., the envelope printing routine) with data whose source is defined in the 
calling component (e.g.. Employee Name: str, Address: str[4] , Sex: str, Age: int, SocNum: 
int. Salary: float). PURTILO further teaches that a translation program (i.e., NIMBLE) is 
used to adapt the data into a format that is acceptable to the called component (e.g.. Sex: int, 
Name: str. Address: str[4]). (See, PURTILO page 209, last paragraph - page 211, first 
paragraph.) It is respectfully submitted that PURTILO fails to teach selecting the source of the 
data to be acquired within said second component and/or selecting the target to which said 
data is to be deposited within said second component according to a definition of said first 
component. 

SRIVASTAVA is directed to components having a modifier engine, responsive to 
software tools, inserted therein. {See col. 3, line 24 - 30.) SRIVASTAVA teaches that 
modifications to the application may be made while the application is executed using the 
modifier engine. {See col. 3, line 24 - 30.) It is respectfiiUy submitted that SRIVASTAVA 
fails to teach selecting the source of the data to be acquired within said second component 
and/or selecting the target to which said data is to be deposited within said second component 
according to a definition of said first component. 

Furthermore, the present invention departs from the traditional principles of 
computer science taught by PURTILG/SRIVASTAVA and, in fact, reverses them. After the 
first component has been called, data acquisition is performed wherein the source of the data 
to be acquired by the first component is selected according to a definition of the first (i.e., 
called) componentV This reverses the usual principle (e.g., used by both PURTILO and 
SRIVASTAVA) that the calling component supplies the called component with data whose 
source is defined in the calling component. Likewise, during execution of the first 
component, data disposal is performed wherein the target to which the data is to be deposited 
is selected according to a definition of the first (i.e., currently executed) component. This 
reverses the usual principle that the executed component just returns the resultant data to the 
calling component without any control as to where this data will be stored or further used. 

Neither PURTILO nor SRIVASTAVA teach that the source of the data to be acquired 
by the first (i.e., called) component is selected according to a definition of this component. 



' The Examiner's argument on page 9 of the final office action that claim 1 does not 

clearly recite that the first component is the "called component" is disingenuous. Claim 1 
includes the recitation: '''said method comprising the following steps that are performed after 
a first comvonent of said several components has been called and during the execution of the 
program portion of said first component ''. Thus, it would be clear to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, when comparing claim 1 with PURTILO, that the first component of claim 1 is the 
"called component" and the second component of claim 1 is the "calling component". 
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Instead, the called component is supplied with the data in the "usual" way by the calling 
component. Furthermore, neither PURTILO nor SRIVASTAVA disclose that the target to 
which the data is to be deposited is selected according to a definition of the first (i.e., 
currently executed) component. 

For the reasons discussed above, it is believed that independent claim 1 and its 
dependent claims, claims 2-9, are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the rejections of claims 1-9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn. 

With respect to claims 10-16, independent claim 10 recites "modifying each of said 
several components of the program component system in which at least one docking point 
was found by entering call information at each docking point found, said call information 
indicating said fiirther component*'. In contrast, PURTILO teaches that modifications are not 
made to any component. More specifically, PURTILO states "[t]he centrial idea is to provide 
this parameter-coercion capability without changing the source code of the modules 
involved." (See page 208, right column, lines 5-7, emphasis added.) PURTILO, therefore, 
teaches away fi-om the subject matter of claim 1 0. Instead of changing any existing module, 
PURTILO teaches the creation of an additional execution-time module to perform the 
coercion during each invocation. (See page 208, right column, lines 12 - 13). The Examiner's 
contention at pages 9-10 of the final office action that the "annotated actual parameter list" 
provided in PURTILO teaches this modifying step of claim 10 is not well founded since the 
"annotated actual parameter list" of PURTILO does not indicate a "fiirther component" of any 
program component of claim 10. It is respectfiilly submitted that SRIVASTAVA also fails to 
teach the "modifying" step of claim 10. Thus, it is believed that independent claim 10 and its 
dependent claims, claims 11-16, are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfiilly requests that the rejection of claims 10-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be 
withdrawn. 
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In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all pending claims 1-16 are 
in condition for allowance and favorable indication thereof is eamestly requested. 



Respectfully submitted 




Dated: 13 December 2005 



Paul D. Bangor, Jr. 

•Reg. No. 34,768 

Thorp Reed & Armstrong, LLP 

One Oxford Centre 

301 Grant Street, 14**^ Floor 

Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1425 

(412)394-7767 

Attomeys for Applicant 
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